touching, hugging or kissing" (both 15.4%), while rape and rape attempt were reported by 3.4% and 2.1%, respectively" 2. Page 4, last line. "to provide estimates of perpetrators" is strange wording; please rephrase. And the parentheses at the end of that sentence should be next to "perpetrators" 3. Methods -procedures -how were participants recruited if they went abroad? Via email? Phone? What method? 4. Why is "patient and public involvement" section written with bullets? 5. Were there differences in participation rates and prevalence rates for the different recruitment methods, that is, in-classroom versus other methods? 6. For the prevalence ratios, an associated p-value or confidence interval should be provided. Also, prevalence ratios should adjust for other demographics characteristics, instead of being simply bivariate tests. 7. The authors do not provide a sample description above and beyond age or gender. I think they should include other demographic factors. 8. The Table in Figure 1 is confusing. For example the N in the column header should be all men in the study; otherwise, the percentages should add to 100%
VERSION 1 -AUTHOR RESPONSE

Reviewer: 1
The paper addresses a topic of interest, and socially and clinically relevant, and I recommend its publication.
However, I believe that some changes need to be made to improve the work:
1)
A state of the art in Europe should be included in the introduction. In the current version of the paper there is no mention to this in the introduction, although there are citations to previous studies carried out in other European countries in the discussion. It is suggested, therefore, to mention these (and some other recent) studies in the introduction and, subsequently, in the discussion, to compare the results obtained with the previous ones.
Response: We agree with this comment, and we have now added the following paragraph to the introduction regarding the prevalence of sexual harassment in Europe:
"Recently, similarly high prevalence rates of sexual harassment and violence have also been reported from European universities,14 15 and a large study of 42,000+ women from 28 EU states showed that one in five women had experienced sexual violence (although not limited to campuses).16
We have also updated the Discussion to include these new references.
2)
The Methods section should be ordered, and it should be include a subsection to describe the main characteristics of the participants in the study.
Response: We have now re-ordered this part of the Methods section, which now includes both a Procedure section and a Participants section.
3)
In the Statistics subsection it is indicated that a Chi-Square test and a logistic regression analysis have been carried out. However, when the results are presented, the conclusions of these tests are mentioned, but the data corresponding to them are not presented. Specifically, the value and degrees of freedom of the Chi-square tests and the results obtained in the logistic regression have not been presented. Completing this section is essential for the article to really have its full value.
We realize that some statistical details were inaccurately described or missing from the Statistics and Results sections. We have now updated the manuscript with the following changes: Rather than presenting prevalence ratios in the text and Table 2 to provide estimates of gender differences in prevalence of sexual harassment forms, we present incidence rate ratios (IRR) with 95% confidence intervals throughout the paper. We have also updated the Statistics accordingly:
"Negative binomial regression analyses were used to examine gender differences in the prevalence of sexual harassment forms across age groups. Negative binomial regressions (producing incidence rate ratios [IRRs]) were used rather than more commonly used logistic regressions (producing oddsratio (OR)), as ORs tend to overstate an effect size compared to IRRs when the prevalence of the outcome of interest (in this case some forms of sexual harassment) is high."
Reviewer: 2
This is an excellently written paper and well-conceived study. I have some comments that can improve the paper:
1.
Abstract: What was the time frame for this: "The most common forms of lifetime sexual harassments were "sexual expressions, suggestions or comments about your body" and "unwanted touching, hugging or kissing" (both 15.4%), while rape and rape attempt were reported by 3.4% and 2.1%, respectively" Response: We have now modified this sentence to include more specific information on the timeframe:
"The most common forms of lifetime (ever having experienced) sexual harassments were…" 2.
Page 4, last line. "to provide estimates of perpetrators" is strange wording; please rephrase. And the parentheses at the end of that sentence should be next to "perpetrators" Response: We agree, and the wording of this third study aim has now been changed to:
"3) to examine who (fellow student, university staff or others) committed the sexual harassment acts.
3.
Methods -procedures -how were participants recruited if they went abroad? Via email? Phone? What method?
Response: This information has now been added to the Participants section: "All fulltime Norwegian students aged between 18 and 35 taking higher education (both in Norway and abroad) received both an Email and SMS text invitation to take part in the study."
4.
Why is "patient and public involvement" section written with bullets?
Response: We agree that this section should also be written as a regular paragraph. This has now been fixed.
5.
Were there differences in participation rates and prevalence rates for the different recruitment methods, that is, in-classroom versus other methods?
Response: Unfortunately, we have no information on how each participant was recruited, or about the situation in which he/she answered the survey.
6.
For the prevalence ratios, an associated p-value or confidence interval should be provided. Also, prevalence ratios should adjust for other demographics characteristics, instead of being simply bivariate tests.
